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REMARKS 

In response to the office action dated December 20, 2007, Applicants are amending claim 
18. As such, claims 1-20 are pending, of which claims 1,14 and 18 are independent claims. It is 
submitted that the pending claims are allowable over the prior art of record and a notice of 
allowance is requested. 

Claims 18-20 were rejected under § 101 as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Applicants are amending independent claim 1 8 to state that the computer program product is 
tangibly embodied in a computer-readable storage device. Support for this amendment is found 
in the present specification, for example on page 10, line 19 — ^page 11, line 31. Applicants 
request that the rejection be removed in view of the amendment, but are not conceding that the 
rejection has merit. 

Claims 1-7, 8-10, 14-15 and 18-19 were rejected under § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. 5,963,952 ("Smith"). Claim 13 was rejected under § 103(a) as being anticipated by Smith 
in view of U.S. 5,367,619 ("Dipaolo"). Claims 11,16, 17 and 20 were rejected under § 103(a) as 
being anticipated by Smith in view of U.S. 6,910,179 ("Petmall"). These rejections are 
traversed. Applicants submit that the present claims are patentable over the prior art of record. 

Applicants' claim 1 is directed to a method of converting a computer user interface panel 
between different panel types. The first type of panels recited in the claim is one "in which a 
configuration table associated with a panel of the first type is tied to logic that specifies how the 
panel of the first type interacts with a backend of the computer system". An example of the first 
type of panel is the "SAP dynpro" panel that can be used in the SAP graphical user interface 
SAPGUI. Specification page 3, line 15 — page 4, line 11. The second type of panels recited in 
the claim is one "in which a panel of the second type is formed of configuration table entries and 
is independent of the backend". An example of the second type of panel is an HTML document 
suitable for display in a browser. Specification page 4, lines 12-19. 

Claim 1 recites activating an automated process that reads field attributes and that 
"converts the field attributes to be compatible with the second type of panels and stores them in 
the second configuration table for use in displaying the second panel". Applicants submit that no 
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prior art of record anticipates or renders obvious a process in which field attributes for the first 
type of panels are converted to be compatible with the second type of panels as recited in the 
claim. 

Smith discloses a browser-based architecture for data entry. Smith Title. For example, 
Smith describes that data entered in a form is stored locally while in a disconnect state and later 
transmitted to a server in a connect state. Smith 2:33-39. Smith teaches that a first web page 
("an initial form menu WEB page") is displayed on a client device. Smith 5:32-35. Then, Smith 
describes that the user causes a second web page ("application form WEB page") to be displayed 
in a separate window for entering of data. Smith 5:46-61 . The data entered in the second web 
page is used in generating code for a third web page ("a secondary document" or "a new WEB 
page") according to Smith. Smith 5:65 -6:13. Smith teaches that the user can change the data 
entry if necessary, and then store the third web page locally for later transmission to the web 
server. Smith 6:65 — 7:4. Thus, the pages involved in this procedure are all web pages and 
Smith describes that web pages can contain HTML tags and also JAVA scripts. Smith 1 :20-34. 
As such, there is not expected to be any compatibility issues between the various web pages and 
Smith also does not discuss any need to convert field attributes (or any other page aspect) from 
one of the pages to another. Particularly, Smith does not describe or suggest the "first type" of 
panel as recited in the present claims and for at least this reason, Smith does not anticipate or 
suggest the subject matter of the present claim 1. 

The portions of Smith relied on in the office action are not to the contrary. For the 
"activating" step of the present claim 1, the office action first cited to Smith's Figure 2 (elements 
12-34) and to Smith 4:22-24 and 4:40-53. Apphcants respectfully disagree. Smith's Figure 2 
shows a data flow between a client and a server and does not relate to a conversion of a computer 
user interface panel. The cited portions of Smith, moreover, mention that the server has access 
to a hard disk with configuration files. But Smith does not describe any conversion of field 
attributes fi-om such a configuration file to be compatible with another type of computer user 
interface panel. Again, this is because Smith uses a series of web pages and does not convert 
panels between different types. 



Applicant : Weddeling et al Attorney's Docket No.: 16104-011001 / 2003P00622 

Serial No. : 10/686,008 US 

Filed : October 15, 2003 

Page : 9 of 10 



The office action also relied on Smith's Figure 5A (element 91) and on Smith 6:24-37. 
Applicants respectfully disagree. The element 91 is the load state in which the first and second 
web pages are shown. Smith 6:24-37. As noted above, Smith displays these pages in the 
browser and does not discuss any conversion or compatibility issues. As such, Smith is silent 
regarding any conversion of field attributes from a first type of panel to a second type as required 
by the present claims. 

It therefore cannot be said that Smith anticipates claim 1 or any of its dependent claims or 
renders them obvious. Similar claim language to that discussed above is included in independent 
claim 14, which is directed to a computer system, and in independent claim 18 which is directed 
to a computer program product. These independent claims and their respective dependent claims 
are therefore also not anticipated or suggested by the reference. 

Dipaolo and Pennell were cited as allegedly showing specific features of the dependent 
claims. As such, the office action did not contend that they teach or suggest the subject matter of 
the independent claims, and Applicants agree that they do not. However, Applicants are not 
conceding that the rejections have merit or that the characterizations of the references in the 
office action are correct. 

Applicants submit that claims 1-20 are in condition for allowance, and request favorable 
consideration of these claims. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 
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This response is filed within the shortened statutory period and no fee is therefore due. 
Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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